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Abstract 
People objectify others by viewing them as less warm, competent, moral, and human (Heflick & 
Goldenberg, 2009; Vaes, Paladino, & Puvia, 2011). In two studies, we examined whether the 
objectified share this view of themselves, internalizing their objectification. In Study 1 (N = 114) we 
examined sexual objectification and in Study 2 (N = 62) we examined workplace objectification. 
Consistent across both studies we found that objectification resulted in participants seeing 
themselves as less warm, competent, moral (Study 2 only), and lacking in human nature and 
human uniqueness. These effects were robust to perceiver gender and familiarity (Study 1), and 
whether another person or a situation caused the objectification (Study 2). In short, the objectified 
see themselves the manner they are seen by their objectifiers: as lacking warmth, competence, 
morality, and humanity.        
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Objectification involves seeing a person as object-like, valued primarily for what they can 
do rather than who they are. Philosophers (Nussbaum, 1999) and psychologists (Fredrickson & 
Roberts, 1997; Loughnan & Pacilli, 2014; Vaes, Loughnan, & Puvia, 2014) agree that when people 
objectify others they emphasize their ‘instrumental utility’ – what they can be used for – and 
reduce their ‘personhood’ – who they are. It is well established that when a person is objectified 
they are seen as lacking warmth, competence, moral standing, and humanity (e.g., Heflick, 
Goldenberg, Cooper, & Puvia, 2011; Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009; Loughnan et al., 2010; Loughnan, 
Pina, Vasquez, & Puvia, 2013; Vaes, Paladino, & Puvia, 2011), and that this can occur in sexual 
(Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009; Loughnan et al., 2010; 2013) and non-sexual contexts (Andrighetto, 
Baldissarri, & Volpato, 2016; Vaes & Muratore, 2013). This objectification, however, is in the eye 
of the beholder – it is what the observer sees, not necessarily how the observed thinks about 
themselves. As much as people may experience objectification from another, it is critical to 
understand the extent to which the recipient internalizes this objectification. That is, does being 
seen as an object and not a person link to seeing oneself as an object and not a person? Although 
researchers have theorized about the role that internalisation may play in objectification 
(Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Loughnan & Pacilli, 2014) the extent to which experienced 
objectification is internalized is currently unclear. 
The objectified tend to be seen as lacking in warmth and competence (Heflick et al ., 2011), 
two fundamental dimensions of social perception (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). The objectified are 
also seen to lack morality in two distinct regards. First, they are viewed as relatively immoral: 
insincere, untrustworthy, and dishonest (Heflick et al., 2011; Pacilli, Pagliaro, Loughnan, Gramazio, 
Spaccatini, & Baldry, 2016). Second, they are viewed as relatively amoral: undeserving of moral 
consideration and protection (Holland & Haslam, 2013; 2016; Loughnan et al., 2010; 2013; Pacilli 
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et al., 2016). This culminates in dehumanization, with people seeing the objectified as less human 
and more similar to objects (Andrighetto et al., 2016; Bernard, Gervais, Allen, Campomizzi, & Klein, 
2012) or animals (Vaes et al., 2011). In short, the objectified are viewed by others as lacking 
warmth, competence, morality, and humanity.       
Despite this clear evidence that objectifiers have a negative, dehumanizing view of their 
targets, little empirical work has explored whether being objectified will be internalized as self-
dehumanization. Previous work has shown that people can self-dehumanize, for instance when 
ostracised (Bastian & Haslam, 2010) or engaged in aggression (Bastian, Jetten, & Radke, 2012). 
Two notable recent papers suggest this might also occur in objectification. First, Chen, Teng, and 
Zhang (2013) found that having women recall or experience objectification undermined their 
perceived moral self-worth. Women who received comments purely based on their physical 
appearance (vs. general character) were more likely to report feeling less moral and more sinful. 
Second, Baldissarri and colleagues (2014) found that experiencing objectification from an 
employer was positively correlated with worker self-objectification (i.e., workers perceiving 
themselves as lacking mental states). These findings align with prior research showing that 
objectified women are viewed as less moral and engaged in diminished mental activity (Loughnan 
et al., 2013; Heflick et al., 2011; Pacilli et al., 2016). Combined, we can see that the objectified are 
not only perceived as morally inferior and lacking mind by others but also perceive themselves to 
be morally inferior and lacking in mind. The present study suggests that these findings potentially 
capture part of a far broader phenomenon.  
Researchers have thoroughly studied self-objectification, the extent to which people adopt 
a sexualized, third-person’s perspective on their body (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997). People, 
particularly women, do chronically and situationally adopt this perspective and it has a raft of 
negative consequence for their wellbeing (for recent reviews see Moradi & Huang, 2008; Calogero 
Internalizing Objectification   5 
 
et al., 2011). We suggest that people also internalize the more dehumanizing aspects of 
objectification – less warmth, competence, morality, and humanity – not only adopting the visual 
perspective of the viewer but their psychological judgments as well. In sum, we believe that the 
traditional conceptualization of self-objectification (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997) can be expanded 
to include self-dehumanization.         
In sum, it has been shown that objectified people are perceived to be less warm, 
competent, moral, and human (Heflick et al., 2011; Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009; Vaes et al., 2011; 
Loughnan et al., 2010). The present study extends these findings to examine whether people 
internalise these perceptions. Do the objectified see themselves as lacking in warmth, 
competence, morality, and humanity?   
Study 1 
In Study 1 we sought preliminary evidence that objectification is internalized. We focused on 
gender and sexual objectification, the primary domain of prior objectification research (Loughnan 
& Pacilli, 2014; Vaes, Loughnan, & Puvia, 2014). To explore the robustness of any internalisation 
effect we additionally examined whether the gender (male, female) or closeness (stranger, known 
other) of the objectifier influenced the extent of internalisation. We choose to look at men and 
women as objectifiers as both groups objectify women (Loughnan, Fernandez, Vaes, Anjum, Aziz, 
Harada, et al., 2015). The inclusion of strangers versus known others reflects findings that people 
feel more self-conscious in the presence of strangers than friends (Fuller-Tyszkiewicz, Reynard, 
Skouteris, & McCabe, 2012), and thus may alter perceptions of the self more in the presence of 
strangers. We hypothesized that women would report internalising objectification such that they 
viewed themselves as less warm, competent, moral, and human.      
Method 
Participants 
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One-hundred and fourteen women (Mage=36.96; SDage=10.81) participated via Amazon MTurk for 
payment ($2). We recruited women only, consistent with prior internalized objectification work 
(Chen et al., 2013). Thirteen participants were excluded for not describing an experience (final 
N=101). This left at least 23 participants per cell, a sample size in line with other objectification 
studies (e.g., Gervais, Vescio, & Allen, 2011). All the participants were native English speakers. 
Eighty-five participants self-reported as White Caucasian, nine as African American, five as Asian 
and two as another ethnicity.  
Procedure and Measures 
A 2 (self-perception: baseline vs. objectified) x 2 (observer gender: male vs. female) x 2 
(observer closeness: known vs. unknown) mixed factorial experimental design was used with self-
perception as a within-subjects factor. Participants rated their humanity, warmth, competence, 
and morality before and after the self-perception manipulation1.  
Baseline self-perception. Participants completed basic demographics and then rated 
themselves on four scales. All questionnaires were adapted by changing the tense to fit the 
appropriate condition (baseline v post-manipulation). Participants were instructed to indicate the 
extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 5-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = 
Strongly Agree).  
Warmth, Competence, Morality. Scales measuring warmth and competence were adapted 
from Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002). Four items addressed warmth (e.g., “I am good natured”; 
α=.78) and five items addressed competence (e.g., “I am independent”; α=.72). For morality, two 
items were adapted from Chen and colleagues (2013): “I am morally pure” and “I am sinful” 
(reversed scored), r (99) = .35, p < .001.  
                                                 
1 All materials are available from the Open Science Framework (osf.io/un57d). The study also included other 
measures, which fall beyond the focus of this paper, but are available via the OSF. None of the excluded variables 
measured the constructs of the hypothesis. 
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Humanity. Participants’ self-perception of humanity was assessed using a 12-item scale 
adapted from Bastian and Haslam (2010). Six items captured human nature (e.g., ‘‘I feel like I have 
interpersonal warmth”; α = .77), and six items captured human uniqueness  (e.g. “I feel like I am 
refined and cultured”; α = .77).  
Manipulation task. After the baseline self-perception measures, participants recalled an 
experience in their lives in which they felt objectified by another person. Here, participants were 
asked to “describe an experience in which a (male/female) who you (know/don’t know) focused 
only on your body and physical appearance rather than your personality”. They received examples 
of settings in which objectification may occur (“this experience could have taken place in a gym, a 
nightclub or a number of other settings”) and were asked to write a minimum of three sentences 
describing the experience. This manipulation was constructed for the purpose of this study, 
drawing on work by Chen et al. (2013).  
Follow up measures. Participants were presented with a similar set of self-perception 
scales as before, however, here items addressed how the participant thought of themselves at the 
time of the objectifying experience. Items were adapted to measure warmth (e.g., “I was good 
natured”; α = .81), competence (e.g., “I was independent”; α = .81), and morality (“I was morally 
pure”; “I was sinful” (reversed scored), r (99) = .38, p < .001. Likewise, human nature (6 items: e.g. 
“I felt like I had interpersonal warmth”; α = .81) and human uniqueness (6 items: e.g. “I felt like I 
was refined and cultured”; α = .78) were rewritten for the objectifying experience.  
 
Results                                                                                                                    
A 2 (self-perception: baseline vs. objectified) x 2 (observer gender: male vs. female) x 2 
(observer closeness : known vs. unknown) mixed model ANOVA was conducted for each of the 
dependent variables (warmth, competence, morality, human nature, and human uniqueness) with 
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self-perceptions as the within-subjects variable2 (for correlations between all the variables see 
Table 1, for the exact means and standard errors see Table 2, for mean differences see Figure 1).  
Warmth. The ANOVA revealed the predicted main effect of self-perception, F(1, 97) = 
57.23, p < .001,  = .371. Women reported similar changes in their perceived warmth regardless 
of the gender of observer, F(1, 97) = 1.01, p = .318  and closeness of observer, F(1,97) = 
.39, p = .531, . The higher order three-way interaction (self-perception X gender of 
observer X closeness of observer) was not significant, F(1,97) = .33, p = .567, .  
Competence. The ANOVA showed the predicted significant main effect of self-perception, 
F(1, 97) = 52.32, p < .001,  = .350. Additionally, observer closeness qualified this effect, F(1, 97) = 
6.11, p = .015,  = .059. Following Field’s (2013) recommendations,simple effects analysis were 
performed, showing the effect of both known observer (F(1, 97) = 10.69, p = 002,  = .099) and 
unknown observers, but unknown observers elicited a larger change difference in participants’ 
perceived competence compared to known observers, F(1, 97) = 50.57, p < .001,  = .343. There 
was no interaction with gender, F(1,97) = .11, p = .739, . The higher order three-way 
interaction was not significant, F(1,97) = .43, p = .514, . 
Morality. Contrary to our hypothesis, the main effect of self-perception, F(1,97) = 19.19, p 
< .001,  = .165, showed that participants perceived themselves to be more moral when 
objectified. Moreover, gender qualified this effect, F(1,97) = 6.78, p = .011,  = .065, specifically 
simple effects analysis revealed that women objectified by females tended to report a larger 
positive change of perceived self-morality than those objectified by males, F(1,97) = 25.10, p < 
.001,  = .206. No interaction between objectification and closeness of observer emerged, F(1,97) 
= .09, p = .769,  < .01, and the higher order three-way interaction was not significant, F(1,97) = 
.34, p = .564, .  
                                                 
2 All data are available from the Open Science Framework (osf.io/un57d).  
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Humanity 
Human Nature 
The ANOVA showed the predicted significant main effect of self-perception, F(1, 97) = 
104.74, p < .001, .519. This difference was not qualified by gender, F (1, 97) = 1.06, p = .306, 
 or observer closeness, F(1,97) = .31, p = .582, . The higher order three-way 
interaction was not significant, F(1,97) = 1.23, p = .270, .  
Human Uniqueness  
As predicted, the ANOVA revealed a main effect of self-perception, F(1, 97) = 45.12, p < 
.001, .317. The effect was not qualified by gender of observer, F(1, 97) < .001, p = .995, 
, nor closeness of observer, F(1,97) = .60, p = .441, . The higher order three-way 
interaction was not significant, F(1,97) = .21, p = .649, . 
Discussion 
In general, women reported internalizing their experience of objectification; they saw 
themselves as less warm and competent, and as lacking in human nature and human uniqueness. 
This reflects the intrapersonal equivalent of prior research which has shown that objectified 
women are viewed as less warm (Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009; Heflick et al., 2011), competent 
(Heflick et al., 2011; Loughnan et al., 2010), and human (Bernard et al., 2012; Vaes et al., 2011). 
Interestingly, the effect for morality was less clear. Unlike Chen and colleagues (2013), our 
participants reported seeing themselves as more moral following objectification. The anomalous 
findings in Study 1 might reflect the specific nature of this recall task. Women find experiencing 
objectification aversive and seek to avoid those who objectify them (Teng, Chen, Poon, & Zhang, 
2015). If part of this aversion is a belief that objectifiers are acting immorally (e.g., it is morally 
wrong to objectify people), we may be observing a ‘contrast effect’ (Mussweiler, Ruter, & Epstude, 
2004), whereby the self seems more moral than the perpetrator of objectification. This may be 
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consistent with the finding that the effect is strongest when the objectifier is female, as she poses 
a more relevant other to contrast against.  
Study 2 
Our aims in Study 2 were twofold. First, we sought to replicate our basic effect that people 
feel less warm, competent, and human following objectification. We made several changes from 
Study 1 to test the breadth of this effect. First, given that the result for morality in Study 1 is in 
direct opposition to previous research, in Study 2 we sought to replicate this unexpected result. 
For Study 2 we employed a more established measure of morality, widely used alongside warmth 
and competence (cf. Heflick et al., 2011) such that all measures were drawn from the stereotype 
content literature.  Second, we sought to examine whether the effect is limited only to sexual 
objectification. Prior research has shown that people can objectify others in a workplace context 
(e.g., Andrighetto et al., 2016; Baldissarri et al., 2014). Thus, in Study 2 we shifted our focus from 
sexual objectification to workplace objectification to increase the range of objectifying settings 
investigated. In particular, we considered two sources of workplace objectification: the 
relationship with the employer and the performed activity. In fact, both these sources have been 
shown to be related to an increase of other- and self-objectification (Andrighetto et al., 2016; 
Baldissarri, Andrighetto, Gabbiadini, & Volpato, 2016; Baldissarri et al., 2014). Third, consistent 
with prior workplace objectification studies (Andrighetto et al., 2016; Baldissarri et al., 2014), we 
recruited both male and female participants. We hypothesized the same effects as Study 1: 
recalling experiences of objectification will result in lesser perceived warmth, competence, 
morality, and humanity.    
Method 
Participants 
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Sixty-two participants (26 females) completed an online questionnaire via Prolific Academic in 
exchange for payment (£1). This left at least 30 participants per cell, a sample size in line with 
other objectification studies (Gervais, et al., 2011; Loughnan et al., 2015). Their ages ranged from 
18 to 60 years (Mage = 35.02; SDage =10.70).  All the participants were native English speakers. Sixty 
participants self-reported as White Caucasian and two as Asian. 
Procedure and Measures 
A 2 (self-perception: baseline vs. objectified) x 2 (objectification source: employer vs. 
activity) mixed factorial experimental design was used with the objectification source as a 
between-subjects factor. Participants rated their humanity, warmth, competence, and morality 
before and after the objectification source manipulation3. Participants were randomly assigned to 
one of the two objectification source levels in which they were asked to recall an objectifying 
experience.   
Baseline self-perception. Participants were first asked various demographic questions and 
then presented with a series of questions designed to reveal how they viewed themselves 
generally. Participants were instructed to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each 
statement on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).  
Warmth, Competence, Morality. Scales measuring the three Stereotype Content Model 
(SCM) dimensions were adapted from Leach, Ellemers and Barreto (2007). Three items addressed 
warmth (e.g., “I am friendly”; α = .76), three items addressed competence (e.g., “I am competent”; 
α = .80) and three items assessed morality (e.g., “I am trustworthy”; α = .81).  
Humanity. Participants’ self-perception of humanity was assessed using the same scale as Study 1, 
capturing both human nature (α = .69), and human uniqueness  (α = .55). 
Manipulation task. After the general self-perception measures, participants were asked to 
recall an experience in which they felt themselves to have been objectified in a workplace setting. 
                                                 
3 All materials are available from the Open Science Framework (osf.io/un57d).  
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We devised these manipulations to capture the key element of workplace objectification 
identified by prior research (cf. Andrighetto et al., 2016; Baldissarri et al., 2014). To increase the 
generalizability of our findings, we examined two potential sources of objectification: an individual 
(as in Study 1) or an activity. Depending on the condition, participants were asked to recall an 
experience in which an employer (n=30) or the activity they were performing (n=32) led them to 
feel objectified. 
In particular, in the employer condition, participants were asked to “Describe a workplace 
experience in which your boss or senior co-workers treated you as a mere instrument, object, cog in 
the machine, or tool rather than as a person.” In the activity condition participants were asked to 
“Describe a workplace experience in which performing your job make you feel as a mere 
instrument, object, cog in the machine, or tool rather than a person. It might be that the job was 
highly repetitive, involved completing a lot of little steps, or was totally directed by someone else.”  
Participants were asked to write a minimum of three sentences about their experience. 
Follow up measures. Participants then were presented with an adaptation of the self-
perception scales addressing how the participant remembered thinking of themselves at the time 
of the objectifying experience rather than in general. Participants were instructed to indicate the 
extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 5-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = 
Strongly Agree).The SCM items (Leach et al., 2007) were adapted to measure warmth (e.g., “I was 
friendly”; α = .84), competence (e.g., “I was skilled”; α = .70) and morality (e.g., “I was honest”; α = 
.71) during the objectifying event. As in Study 1, the general self-perception of humanity (Bastian 
& Haslam, 2010) was adapted capturing self-perception of human nature (α = .82) and human 
uniqueness (α = .61) during the objectifying experience.  
Results 
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In order to control for participants ’ gender, we first conducted a 2 (self-perception: 
baseline vs. objectified) x 2 (objectification source: employer vs. activity) x 2 (gender: male vs. 
female) mixed model ANOVA for all the dependent variables. These analyses did not show any 
effect of participants’ gender on any of the dependent variables, and so participant gender was 
excluded from the main analyses. 
A 2 (self-perception: baseline vs. objectified) x 2 (objectification source: employer vs. 
activity) mixed model ANOVA was conducted for each of the dependent variables (warmth, 
competence, morality, human nature, and human uniqueness) with self-perception as the within-
subjects variable, and with the source of objectification as the between-subjects variable4. For all 
DVs there emerged a significant effect of self-perception, whereas the between-subjects variable 
revealed no significant differences. This indicates that both sources of objectification were equally 
powerful in eliciting the objectification effect (for correlations between all variables see Table 3, 
for the exact means and standard errors see Table 4, for mean differences see Figure 2). 
Warmth. As predicted, the ANOVA on warmth revealed that participants perceived 
themselves as less warm when objectified, compared to how they felt generally, F(1, 60) = 59.78, p 
< .001,  = .499. No significant interaction emerged, and thus participants reported similar 
perception regardless the source of objectification, F(1, 60) = .16, p = .694,  < .01. 
Competence. As predicted, the ANOVA showed a significant main effect of self-perception, 
F(1, 60) = 33.86, p < .001,  = .361. In particular, participants perceived themselves as less 
competent when objectified, than how they perceived themselves generally. Again, no significant 
interaction with the source of objectification emerged, F(1, 60) = .40, p = .529, . 
Morality. The ANOVA on morality showed a significant main effect of self-perception, F(1, 
60) = 38.54, p < .001,  = .391. In particular it revealed that participants saw themselves as less 
                                                 
4 All data are available from the Open Science Framework (osf.io/un57d).  
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moral when objectified, compared to how they perceived themselves generally. Again, the source 
of objectification did not interact with the change in perceived self-morality, F(1, 60) = .66, p = 
.420,  = .011.                                                                            
Humanity 
Human Nature. The ANOVA on human nature revealed that participants attributed 
themselves human nature to lesser extent when objectified compared to how they perceived 
themselves generally, F(1, 60) = 137.99, p < .001,  = .690. Once again, there was no significant 
interaction with the source of objectification, F(1, 60) = .98, p = .326,  = .016.   
Human Uniqueness. The ANOVA on human uniqueness revealed that participants 
attributed themselves human uniqueness to a lesser extent when experiencing objectification 
compared to how they thought of themselves generally, F(1, 60) = 76.09, p < .001,  = .559. 
Again, this did not interact with the source of objectification, F(1, 60) = .08, p = .779, .   
Discussion  
All hypotheses were supported and we replicated all of the Study 1 effects except for our 
unexpected morality effect. Regardless of whether they were objectified by an individual or the 
work itself, people recalling objectifying experiences reported themselves as less warm, 
competent, moral, and human. These results mirror the findings of prior workplace objectification 
research which has shown that people come to view workers as less than fully human 
(Andrighetto et al., 2016). Expanding on the work of Baldissarri and colleagues (2014), it appears 
that objectified worker’s share the perspective of others; people report that workplace 
objectification extends beyond the eye of the beholder and into one’s self perception. We 
observed these results using another measure of the SCM which included a new measure of 
morality. Observing similar effects with alternate measures increases our confidence that the 
results are not limited to a specific measurement approach.  
Internalizing Objectification   15 
 
General Discussion 
Across two studies we found good evidence that people internalize their objectification. 
After recalling sexual or workplace objectification, people reported seeing themselves as less 
warm, competent, and human. Results for morality were mixed, with participants seeing 
themselves as more moral in Study 1 and less moral in Study 2. In general however, the pattern of 
results was clear: the objectified see themselves as more object-like.  
Importantly, we demonstrated that this effect is robust across a range of conditions. 
Consistent with prior work which has shown that men and women are equally likely to engage in 
the objectification of others at both an explicit (e.g., Loughnan et al., 2015) and cognitive level 
(e.g., Bernard et al., 2012), we found that the experience of objectification was typically equally 
impactful when carried out by men or women. Likewise, being on familiar terms with the recipient 
conferred no additional or reduced impact of objectification. Study 2 even hints that objectifying 
environments and activities – without clearly specified perceivers – are sufficient to change self-
perception. The possibility that environments can cause objectification to be internalized lends 
support to the longstanding claim that cultures can be objectifying (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; 
Loughnan et al., 2015) even in the absence of clear, single agents to carry out that objectification.   
Limitations and future directions. These studies employed a recall paradigm whereby 
participants reported how they viewed themselves following objectification. This technique has 
been used by past research and validated by having participants experience objectification in the 
laboratory (see Chen et al., 2013). Having participants recall naturally occurring objectification 
confers several advantages, most notably ecologically valid experiences which may be unethical or 
impractical to conduct under laboratory conditions. As with any recall task there is the risk of 
misremembering. However, it seems unlikely that simple misremembering would produce the 
results observed here; we replicated a specific pattern of results rather than a general increase in 
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variability in peoples’ ratings. Nevertheless, future research may wish to have people experience 
laboratory-based objectification and measure changes in warmth, competence, morality, and 
humanity.  
Future research should also consider other measures of humanity. In fact, we should note 
as limitation of Study 2 that the reliability of the humanity scales are rather low, in particular for 
human uniqueness. Therefore we encourage future research to replicate our findings with 
different and more reliable humanity measures. Further, given the divergent results for morality 
across the studies it would be important to disentangle the effect of measurement from scenario 
(sexual or workplace) to identify the point of divergence.   
Finally, we employed a within-subjects design with a baseline condition, rather than a 
between-subjects design. Although this is a powerful approach, it leaves several important 
questions for future research, such as the potential role of demand effects. It seems to us that 
primary amongst future questions is whether other, negative manipulations will elicit similar 
effects. We now know that being the recipient of ostracism (Bastian & Haslam, 2010) and 
objectification increase self-dehumanization. It may be that experiencing mistreatment in general 
elicits more negative self-perceptions, including a lack of warmth, competence, morality, and 
humanity. This would not invalidate the findings of this research – it would remain the case that 
experiencing objectification leads people to see themselves in line with how they are viewed by 
others – but would locate our effect alongside Bastian and Haslam’s (2010) as two instances of a 
broader phenomenon.   
 We know a great deal about how people see themselves (self-objectification; Fredickson & 
Roberts, 1997; self-dehumanization; Bastian & Haslam, 2010) and how people see others (other-
objectification; Loughnan & Pacilli, 2014; Vaes et al., 2013). The current project helps bridge the 
gap between these findings. When someone is objectified they not only experience the baneful 
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gaze of another, they also come to see themselves as more object-like. Objectification also 
appears to reside in the eye of the receiver.   
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Table 1 
Correlations between all variables. Study 1 
 
 
 
Notes. *** p ≤. 001, ** p ≤. 01, * p ≤ .05 
 
Self-perception 
Warmth 
Before 
Competence 
Before 
Morality 
Before 
Human Nature 
Before 
Human 
Uniqueness Before 
Warmth 
After 
Competence 
After 
Morality 
After 
Human 
Nature 
After 
Human 
Uniqueness 
After 
Warmth Before -  - - - - - - - - - 
Competence 
Before 
.57***  - - - - - - - - - 
Morality Before .00  .01 - - - - - - - - 
Human Nature 
before 
.51*** .45*** -.14 - - - - - - - 
Human Uniqueness 
Before 
.53*** .71*** -.04 .63*** - - - - - - 
Warmth After .23* .31** -.12 .24* .38*** - - - - - 
Competence After .37*** .58*** -.08 .22* .51*** .71*** - - - - 
Morality After .31** .31** -.10 .30** .44*** .29** .40*** - - - 
Human Nature 
After 
.32** .32** -.06 .32** .36*** .65*** .62*** .32** - - 
Human Uniqueness 
After 
.34** .52*** -.05 .29** .54*** .59*** .74*** .54*** .74*** - 
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Table 2 
Mean  and standard error in self-perceptions before and after objectification for each experimental condition. Study 1  
Specific condition 
Means and standard error in self perceptions before and after 
objectification 
 
Observer 
Closeness 
Observer 
Gender 
Self-
perception 
Warmth 
M (SE) 
Competence 
M (SE) 
Morality 
M (SE) 
Human 
Nature 
M (SE) 
Human 
Uniqueness 
M (SE) 
Known 
Male 
Before 4.14 (.54) 3.72 (.69) 3.15 (.65) 4.02 (.75) 3.74 (.72) 
After 3.45 (.89) 3.41 (.74) 3.39 (.80) 3.19 (.85) 3.33 (.84) 
Female 
Before 4.22 (.46) 3.64 (.66) 2.75 (.55) 3.31 (.49) 3.84 (.75) 
After 3.60 (.83) 3.28 (.90) 3.46 (.92) 3.46 (.66) 3.36 (.70) 
Unknown  
Male  
Before 4.20 (.52) 3.98 (.60) 3.00 (.73) 4.16 (.56) 3.80 (.63) 
After 3.28 (.95) 3.22 (.99) 3.17 (1.02) 3.04 (.83) 3.20 (.79) 
Female 
Before 4.40 (.55) 4.41 (.58) 2.84 (.69) 4.32 (.61) 4.16 (.63) 
After 3.78 (.93) 3.52 (.80) 3.75 (.84) 3.57 (.92) 3.63 (.94) 
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Table 3 
Correlations between all variables. Study 2 
 
 
 
Notes. *** p ≤. 001, ** p ≤. 01, * p ≤ .05 
Self-perception 
Warmth 
Before 
Competence 
Before 
Morality 
Before 
Human Nature 
Before 
Human 
Uniqueness Before 
Warmth 
After 
Competence 
After 
Morality 
After 
Human 
Nature 
After 
Human 
Uniqueness 
After 
Warmth Before -  - - - - - - - - - 
Competence 
Before 
.47***  - - - - - - - - - 
Morality Before .25*  .47*** - - - - - - - - 
Human Nature 
before 
.60*** .39** .25* - - - - - - - 
Human Uniqueness 
Before 
.38** .69*** .42*** .52*** - - - - - - 
Warmth After .40*** .18 -.05 .01 .21 - - - - - 
Competence After .16 .39** .14 .09 .33** .50*** - - - - 
Morality After .11 .16 .28* .04 .11 .41*** .66*** - - - 
Human Nature 
After 
.21 .26* -.05 .09 .33** .55*** .29* .30* - - 
Human Uniqueness 
After 
.09 .33** .11 .02 .27* .48*** .50*** .52*** .60*** - 
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Table 4 
Means and standard error in self-perceptions before and after objectification for each experimental condition. Study 2  
 
Specific condition 
Means and standard error in self perceptions before and after 
objectification 
 
Source  
Self-
perception 
Warmth 
M (SE) 
Competence 
M (SE) 
Morality 
M (SE) 
Human 
Nature 
M (SE) 
Human 
Uniqueness 
M (SE) 
Employer  
Before 3.93 (.61) 4.09 (.39) 4.36 (.46) 4.14 (.53) 3.86 (.37) 
After 3.03 (.85) 3.39 (.92) 3.81 (.74) 2.89 (.89) 3.07 (.58) 
Activity 
Before 4.08 (.63) 4.02 (.72) 4.29 (.57) 4.08 (.53) 3.71 (.57) 
After 3.27 (.94) 3.46 (.87) 3.58 (.78) 2.59 (.71) 2.97 (.69) 
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Figure 1 
Mean differences and standard error in self-perceptions from how women perceive themselves 
generally to how women perceive themselves when objectified, for each experimental condition. 
Negative scores show lower ratings under objectification (DVs) 
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Figure 2 
Mean differences and standard error in self-perceptions from how people perceive themselves 
generally to how people perceive themselves when objectified, for each experimental condition. 
Negative scores show a negative effect of objectification on the self-perception (DVs) 
 
 
 
 
